Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0317/P (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	Internal alterations including removal of perished sand and cement plaster, removal of unauthorised waterproofing render and replacement with lime based plaster, removal of unauthorised concrete floor (leaving all remaining concrete floors) and replacement with lime based screed, removal of 20th century internal partition walls and construction of new stud and plasterboard partition, re-roofing by using existing grey slates on to existing roof incorporating breathable felt, repair existing 20th century timber roof spars only as required, replacement of perished plasterboard on ceilings and partitions, rewire and re-plumb at Bustards Farm, Rimington Lane, Rimington

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	English Heritage – Do not wish to offer any comments on this occasion.  Recommend that application be determined in accordance with national and local policy guidance, and on basis of RVBC expert conservation advice.

Historic amenity societies – Consulted, no representations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

PPS5

HEPPG

Draft NPPF

Policy ENV20 - Proposals Involving Partial Demolition/Alteration of Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (setting).



	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	Bustards Farmhouse is a late 18th century, Grade II listed building (16 November 1954) prominently sited on Rimington Lane. The typically brief list description refers to the stone slate roof and the left-hand gable chimney.

3/2011/0058 - Proposed internal alterations and repair to roof. Listed building consent refused 10 March 2011. On 10 March 2011 the case officer found works to be advanced and to include major internal alterations for which there was no specific reference in the application form or proposed plans:

(i) 
the whole of the first floor structure had been replaced – whilst it is likely that the flooring in the 1971 barn conversion element was not of significance, the historic timbers found at the back door (see photo ‘bustards10’) would suggest important historic fabric has been lost without archaeological record.  

(ii) 
A concrete floor with plastic membrane was setting in the farmhouse.  

(iii) 
All walls and ceilings had been stripped/dismantled (a pneumatic drill was being used to undertake this).  

(iv) 
The builder advised that walls were being tanked because of damp problems associated with the property (photo ‘bustards3’ shows one of the products being used – HEY DI Waterproofing: K11 Grey Slurry from Bostik); this had been undertaken to most of the ground floor and it appeared that work was to progress to the first floor.  

(v) 
No internal doors, door surrounds, skirtings etc appear to remain on site.

3/1996/0064 – construction of porch (back door).  Listed building consent granted 9 April 1996.

3/1991/0070 – detached garage.  Planning permission granted 14 March 1991.

BO1625 – form vehicular access, extend garage and convert barn adjoining living accommodation.  Granted permission 1 March 1971. Permission BO1625 would not appear to have been a particularly sensitive barn conversion.  Fortunately, not all works were undertaken (eg proposed garage, proposed removal of the Queen-Post trusses in the barn, balcony gable window in barn).  There are no ‘existing’ plans.  ‘Proposed’ plans do not suggest changes to flooring, plasterwork or the general ‘breathability’ of the listed building.

HEPPG paragraph 110 advises that there is no statutory requirement to have regard to the provisions of the development plan for decisions on applications for listed building consent.

Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings & Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that when considering applications for listed building consent, special regard shall be had to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. 

Planning Policy Statement 5 ‘Planning for the Historic Environment’ (PPS5, March 2010) states at paragraph 7 that government objectives for planning for the historic environment include: the delivery of ‘’sustainable development by ensuring that policies and decisions concerning the historic environment ..recognise that heritage assets are a non-renewable resource..’’ and the conservation of  “.. England’s heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance by ensuring that .. decisions are based on the nature, extent and level of that significance, investigated to a degree proportionate to the importance of the heritage asset ..”.

PPS5 Policy HE7.1 states “in decision making local planning authorities should seek to identify and assess the particular significance of any element of the historic environment that may be affected by the relevant proposal”.  

PPS5 Policy HE7.4 states “local planning authorities should take into account .. the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets ..”.

PPS5 Policy HE9.1 states “there should be a presumption in favour of the conservation of designated heritage assets and the more significant the designated asset, the greater the presumption in favour of its conservation should be.  Once lost, heritage assets cannot be replaced and their loss is a cultural, environmental, economic and social impact.  Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting.  Loss affecting any designated heritage asset should require clear and convincing justification..”.

PPS5 Policy HE9.4 states:


“Where a proposal has a harmful impact on the significance of the designated heritage asset which is less than substantial harm, in all cases, local planning authorities should: 

1.
Weigh the public benefit of the proposal (for example, that it helps to secure the optimum viable use of the heritage asset in the interests of its long term conservation) against the harm; and

2.
Recognise that the greater the harm to the significance of the heritage asset, the greater the justification will be needed for any loss”.

PPS5 is accompanied by the Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide (HEPPG, March 2010).  Paragraph 2, Introduction, of the HEPPG states that the practice guidance may be “material to individual planning and heritage consent decisions”.


Paragraph 179, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG refers to historic fabric and significance.


“the fabric will always be an important part of the asset’s significance.  Retention of as much historic fabric as possible is therefore a fundamental part of any good alteration or conversion, together with the use of appropriate materials and methods of repair.  It is not appropriate to sacrifice old work simply to accommodate the new”. 

 
Paragraphs 182 and 187, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG refer to the importance of historic interiors 


“ the plan form of a building is frequently one of its most important characteristics and internal partitions, staircases (whether decorated or plain, principal or secondary) and other features are likely to form part of its significance.  Indeed, they may be its most significant feature.  Proposals to remove or modify internal arrangements, including the insertion of new openings or extension underground, will be subject to the same considerations of impact on the significance (particularly architectural interest) as for externally visible alterations” (182).  


“small scale features, inside and out, such as historic painting schemes, ornamental plaster work, carpenter’s and mason’s marks, chimney breasts and stacks, inscriptions and signs, will frequently contribute strongly to a building’s significance and removing or obscuring them is likely to affect the asset’s significance” (187).

Paragraph 54-57 of the HEPPG reiterate PPS5 HE7.1 and the importance of understanding the significance of a heritage asset before works are proposed.

 ‘’being able to properly assess the nature, extent and importance of the significance of a heritage asset and the contribution of its setting is very important to an applicant in order to conceive of and design a successful development and to the local planning authority in order to make decisions in line with the objectives of the PPS and the development plan’’ (54).

‘’understanding the extent of the fabric that holds that interest is also important because this can, amongst other things, lead to a better understanding of how adaptable the asset may be.. ’’ (56).


Policy ENV20 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (adopted June 1998) has the status, following Government Office North West approval, of a ‘saved policy’.  It states that “.. proposals for the alteration or repair of listed buildings should be sympathetic to their character and appearance.  The most important features of any listed building will be preserved”. 

 Policy ENV19 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan states that “development proposals on sites within the setting of buildings listed as being of special architectural or historic interest, which cause visual harm to the setting of the building, will be resisted. In assessing harm caused by any proposal the following factors will be taken into account:

(i) the desirability of preserving the setting of the building;

(ii) the effect of the proposed development on the character of the listed building;

(iii) any effect on the economic viability of the listed building;

(iv) the contribution which the listed building makes to the townscape or countryside;

(v) the extent to which the proposed works would bring substantial benefits to the community including economic benefits and enhancement of the environment”.

Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. This states ‘’In determining planning applications the following criteria will be applied:

(a) Development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature

(h) Materials used should be sympathetic to the character of the area’’.

Policy H17 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. It states that’’ planning permission for the conversion of buildings will be granted providing:

(a) the design of the conversion is of a high standard and is in keeping with local tradition, particularly in terms of materials, geometric form and window and door openings..’’. 

This is expanded upon in subtext 5.13.17 – 5.13.19. Paragraph 5.13.19 states ‘the single most important element of a traditional farm building is the roof, seen at a distance, they tend to dominate elevations. Large unbroken roof slopes are a characteristic within the Borough which should be respected…even small roof lights catch the eye by reflecting open sky or sunlight’. Paragraph 5.13.18 states ‘it should be remembered that these are not new buildings, they are conversions of special buildings. This should be reflected in the final scheme. Too many doors and windows, the insertion of dormers, roof lights and chimneys and the alteration of roof trusses will devalue the character of traditional farm buildings and that of the surrounding environment’.

  “Informed Conservation’’ (English Heritage [Kate Clark], 2001) states:
-
understanding is the bedrock of conservation;

-
without understanding, conservation is blind and meaningless;

-
that prior understanding is the best basis for conservation decisions.  We must understand buildings and their landscapes before we change them, not because we change them (Summary, page 8).

‘Tanking’ is potentially problematic and Morton B, “Structure of Georgian Houses”, Context (IHBC) 80, July 2003 and Hunt R and Suhr M, “Old House Handbook: A Practical Guide to Care and Repair”, SPAB, 2009 refer.

“Funding for Local Authorities: Partnership Schemes in Conservation Areas” (English Heritage) states “providing a damp proof course simply because the existing structure was built without one does not qualify for a grant.  Experience has shown that providing damp proof courses and membranes in historic structures has often transferred damp problems to other areas of the building”.  

“The Need for Old Buildings to Breathe” (Philip Hughes, SPAB, 1993) states “.. modern buildings will be damp without a barrier to moisture because the economy of design does not provide a massive and absorbent structure, but old buildings will become damp if an impervious layer is applied to them because this prevents water within the structure from evaporating.. as the moisture content of the wall increases, the likelihood of decay also increases.  Timbers quickly succumb to wet or dry rot attack because their moisture content is too high.  Timbers often occur in solid masonry walls in the form of lintels, spreaders for beam or joist ends, as bonding timbers or as fixing blocks”.

“The Control of Damp in Old Buildings” (Andrew Thomas, SPAB, 1992) states “first try stopping sources of damp by ventilation, opening up redundant flues, repointing if necessary, lowering the water table … cellars which are seriously affected by penetrating dampness to the extent that water creeps through joints in the walling are best treated by building an inner wall in lightweight concrete blockwork..”.

‘Energy Efficiency and Historic Buildings: Application of Part L of the Building Regulations to Historic and Traditionally Constructed Buildings’ (EH, 2011) states:

‘’Where walls need to transpire, new materials intended to form barriers to unwanted moisture or water vapour can impede the very processes which help a historic wall to survive in good condition.

Commonplace examples include:

• hard cement mortar pointing which catches rainwater and diverts it into a wall, by-passing the overcoat effect

• hard external rendering, intended to keep the rain out, which also stops moisture evaporating and causes the wall to become damper; when cracked, it also traps rainwater, making things even worse

• modern impervious paints, which cause previously sound plaster to break down because rising and penetrating damp can no longer evaporate

• other impervious materials applied internally that cause moisture to accumulate, in turn leading to decay of embedded materials (such as timber) which are hidden from sight until deterioration has become severe. The impervious layers can lead to a build-up of salts in the underlying substrate. The salts then crystallise and rupture the original construction.

Solid floors - In reconstruction, damp-proof membranes will usually be incorporated both as normal practice and to protect the insulation. However, membranes can cause more problems by driving moisture up walls and columns and are sometimes unnecessary with permeable materials.

Roofs – Improving Thermal Performance - Proposals to improve the thermal performance of the roof-space have to be considered in relation to the use and performance of the rest of the building. For example:

• modern living tends to introduce more moisture into buildings and roof-spaces

• ventilation rates are often reduced, exacerbating the problem

• the air and vapour control layers (AVCLs) often used in modern construction are virtually impossible to install in existing ceilings with any degree of effectiveness

• added insulation tends to cause roof-space temperatures to drop, adding to potential moisture problems.

Problems and solutions tend to vary with the type of roof: pitched or flat, with or without ventilated roof-spaces … 

PITCHED ROOF WITH INSULATION AT RAFTER LEVEL

Where there are rooms in the roof, a 50 mm ventilation path is recommended beneath the roof finish, insulation, vapour control layer and an internal lining (Stirling 2002). It is important to maintain the through flow of air when detailing new dormers or rooflights. Few historic buildings would be able to meet these requirements.

When upgrading utilitarian attic spaces, however, it may be sometimes be possible to adopt these modern standards.

Roofing Materials and Details - Thermal bridges can occur at gaps in the insulation and at junctions with chimneys and outside walls. Care will be needed to ensure that these do not introduce condensation problems,

Tile, stone and slate roofs used to be laid without sarking felts, although sarking boards were occasionally used. Re-roofing today almost invariably includes underfelts to allow the work to take place in bad weather, and to provide secondary protection against wind-driven snow and rain. Vapour-permeable materials are the most popular; as a general rule, the more vapour-permeable the better. However, even they reduce air movement, and alternative provision for ventilation may be necessary, though designed ‘breathing’ construction is now becoming possible. Additional ridge ventilation can be unsightly’’.

The County Archaeologist inspected site on 29 March 2011. He reported that:

‘’It was unfortunately apparent that the building had been the subject to much alteration, probably in the 60s, 70s & 80s judging by the variety of materials and poor workmanship on display. The material that had been removed was still on site, but inspection of it revealed it to be in a very poor state (wet rot, dry rot, beetle infestation) and did not have any evidence to suggest it to be of any great significance, and certainly nothing that merited recording. As for the roof, that had been completely replaced, only modern softwood timbers being visible … therefore of the opinion that given the changes made to internal layout of the building, and absence of many of the features that might ordinarily be expected to be found in a building of this date, any requirement for building recording would be unnecessary’’.

At a site meeting of 4 January 2012 it was agreed that emergency works to make safe the external chimney stack (demolition and rebuild) and loose roof slates could be undertaken.

The recent unauthorised works would appear to be only the latest in a series of unsympathetic interventions to this building listed by the Secretary of State for its special architectural and historic interest. Assessing the relative impact of the latest works, particularly when the applicant has not kept a record of the pre-application condition, has proved very difficult. Furthermore, I note:

(i)The design & access statement suggests ‘the repairs to the roof will have no affect on the height of the roof’ and ‘the exterior of the house remains unchanged’. However, the heritage statement refers to the roof being raised by 25mm in order to accommodate insulation and ‘on the gable walls where this raising of the roof is most visible, the gap will be rendered to match the existing’. Mindful that the roof covering is a relatively recent construct, it is my opinion that a 25mm change to roof height would be acceptable. However, I would suggest that further details of proposals be obtained in order to ensure that any necessary ventilation etc details will not result in further impact to the character of the building;

(ii) The description of development includes ‘removal of perished sand and cement plaster, removal of unauthorised waterproofing render and replacement with lime based plaster, removal of unauthorised concrete floor’. However, the heritage statement refers to ‘cannot now be expected to refurbish with historic materials when approved alterations took place in the 1970s under the eye of the planners and building inspectors’ and the application form refers to proposed ‘Sovereign Hey’D1 K11 to part walls’. In my opinion, further use of impermeable materials should be deleted; it is disappointing that the applicant is not prepared to take a long-term view of the implications of previous works to restrict the ‘breathability’ of the historic construction.

(iii) In my opinion, the proposed plan form changes are acceptable in the main. Item 4 on the schedule was shown on the approved plans for BO 1625. Item 2 on the schedule conflicts with that in the application description and clarification as to the acceptability of the former is required. Item 3, replacement of first floor, has been implemented – such works to a Grade II listed building requires English Heritage consideration in addition to that of the historic amenity societies – little evidence has been produced to suggest such drastic work was necessary and I would therefore suggest a condition clarifying that LBC is not granted for this element of the works. 



	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	The proposal, subject of amendment by condition, has an acceptable impact upon the character (including setting) and significance of the listed building.



	RECOMMENDATION: That conditional listed building consent be granted.


DATE INSPECTED: 














